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DETAILED ACTION 



Introduction 



1 . Claims 1 -84 of the application have been examined 



Domestic Priority 



2. Applicant's claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.G. 1 19(e), based on a 
provisional application 60/109,731 filed on November 23, 1998 is acknowledged. 



Information Disclosure Statement 



3. Acknowledgment is made of the information disclosure statement filed on May 3, 
2004 together with copies of the patents and papers. The patents and papers have 
been considered in reviewing the claims. 



Drawings 



4. The drawings filed on September 12, 2003 are accepted 



Double Patenting 
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5. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

6. Claim 1 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1, 2 and 14 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 1 teaches a system for detecting a violation of a traffic signal at an intersection 
comprising the steps of: 
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a virtual violation line interface for receiving from a user data defining a virtual violation 
line that corresponds to a location at the intersection that if crossed by a vehicle entering the 
intersection during a red light phase of the traffic signal, is indicative of a violation of the traffic 
signal by the vehicle; 

a storage device for storing a representation of the intersection and the virtual violation 

line; 

at least one camera for capturing at least one image of a vehicle at the intersection; 
a processing unit operative to: 

analyze the at least one image to identify a position of the vehicle with respect to the 
virtual violation line, 

compare the position of the vehicle to the virtual violation line, and generate an 
indication of a violation in the event the processing unit determines that the position of the 
vehicle is beyond the location and that the vehicle has traveled into the intersection during the 
red light phase of the traffic signal. 

r 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent teaches a system for detecting a violation of a traffic signal at 
an intersection; 

defining a virtual violation line that corresponds to a location at the intersection that if 
crossed by a vehicle entering the intersection during a red light phase of the traffic signal, is 
indicative of a violation of the traffic signal by the vehicle; 

a processing unit operative to: 
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analyze the at least one image to identify a position of the vehicle with respect to the 
virtual violation line, 

compare the position of the vehicle to the virtual violation line, and generate an 
indication of a violation in the event the processing unit determines that the position of the 
vehicle is beyond the location and that the vehicle has traveled into the intersection during the 
red light phase of the traffic signal. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent does not teach a virtual violation line interface for receiving 
from a user data defining a virtual violation line; a storage device for storing a representation of 
the intersection and the virtual violation line; and at least one camera for capturing at least one 
image of a vehicle at the intersection. "808 patent teaches a virtual violation line interface for 
receiving from a user data defining a virtual violation line (CL6, LI 1-13). Claim 14 of the '808 
patent teaches a storage device for storing a representation of the intersection and the virtual 
violation line; Claim 2 of the '808 patent teaches at least one camera for capturing at least one 
image of a vehicle at the intersection. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to arrive at Claim 1 of the application from the elements of claim 1,14 and 2 of the = * 808 ™ 
patent and the description of the 6 808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations 
involved and paraphrasing them and adding some limitations taken from the description. 

7. Claim 2 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1, 14 and 2 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 
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Claim 2 teaches the system of claim 1, wherein the at least one camera is further 
operative to capture a plurality of images of the vehicle approaching the intersection; and 

the processing unit is operative to analyze the plurality of images of the vehicle and to 
generate a prediction signal in the event it is determined by the processing unit that the vehicle is 
likely to violate the red light phase of the traffic signal. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent teaches the at least one violation prediction image capturing 
device is further operative to capture a plurality of images of the vehicle approaching the 
intersection; and 

the processing unit is operative to analyze the plurality of images of the vehicle and to 
generate a prediction signal in the event it is determined by the processing unit that the vehicle is 
likely to violate the red light phase of the traffic signal. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent does not expressly teach that the at least one violation 
prediction image capturing device is at least one camera. Claim 2 of the '808 patent teaches that 
the at least one violation prediction image capturing device is at least one camera. It would ha:ve 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 2 of the application from the 
elements of claims 1,14 and 2 of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the 
limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1, 14 and 2 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 
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Claim 3 teaches the system of claim 1, further including an additional signaling device 
for cross traffic approaching the intersection from a direction other than the vehicle, the 
additional signaling device responsive to the prediction signal for signaling the cross traffic not 
to enter the intersection. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent teaches the system of claim 1, further including an additional 
signaling device for cross traffic approaching the intersection from a direction other than the 
vehicle, the additional signaling device responsive to the prediction signal for signaling the cross 
traffic not to enter the intersection. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to arrive at Claim 3 of the application from the elements of claims 1,14 and 2 of the '808 patent, 
since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

9. Claims 5-14 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1, 14, 2-4 and 7-12 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each - 
other. 

Claim 5-14 depend on the independent claim 1 and then include various limitations in the 
dependent claims. The independent claim 1 is taught by claims 1,14 and 2 of the '808 patent as 
discussed in Paragraph 6 above. The limitations in claims 5-14 are same or paraphrased 
variations of the limitations in claims 2-4 and 7-12 of the '808 patent. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 5-14 of the application from the 
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elements of claims 1, 14, and claims 2-4 and 7-12 of the '808 patent, since it requires only 
rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

10. Claim 15 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 15 teaches a method for detecting a violation of a traffic signal comprising the 
steps of: 

storing in a storage device a representation of a traffic intersection, the representation of 
the intersection including a virtual violation line corresponding to a location at the intersection 
that if crossed by a vehicle entering the intersection during a red light phase of the traffic signal, 
is indicative of a violation of the traffic signal by the vehicle, the location of the virtual violation 
line with respect to the intersection being user configurable; 

capturing at least one image showing the vehicle at the intersection; 
^ — analyzing the at least one image of the vehicle at the intersection to ascertain a position of 
the vehicle with respect to the location corresponding to the virtual violation line; and 

generating an output indicative of a violation of a red light phase of the traffic signal in 
the event the analyzing step indicates that the vehicle has traveled beyond the location 
corresponding to the virtual violation line and into the intersection during the red light phase of 
the traffic signal. 

Claim 18 of the '808 patent teaches a method for detecting a violation of a traffic signal; 
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storing in a storage device a representation of a traffic intersection, the representation of 
the intersection including a virtual violation line corresponding to a location at the intersection 
that if crossed by a vehicle entering the intersection during a red light phase of the traffic signal, 
is indicative of a violation of the traffic signal by the vehicle; 

capturing at least one image showing the vehicle at the intersection; 

analyzing the at least one image of the vehicle at the intersection to ascertain a position of 
the vehicle with respect to the location corresponding to the virtual violation line; 

generating an output indicative of a violation of a red light phase of the traffic signal in 
the event the analyzing step indicates that the vehicle has traveled beyond the location 
corresponding to the virtual violation line and into the intersection during the red light phase of 
the traffic signal. 

Claim 18 of the '808 patent does not teach the location of the virtual violation line with 
respect to the intersection being user configurable. '808 patent teaches the location of the virtual 
violation line with respect to the intersection being user configurable (CL6, LI 1-13). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 15 of the application frorrr 
the elements of claim 18 and the description of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging 
the limitations involved and paraphrasing them and adding some limitations taken from the 
description. 

1 1 . Claim 1 6 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 
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Claim 16 teaches the method of claim 15, further comprising the steps of: 
capturing a plurality of images showing the vehicle approaching the traffic signal; and 
generating a prediction signal responsive to the plurality of images, and an indication of a 
current traffic signal light phase, in response to a determination that the vehicle is likely to 
violate the red light phase of the traffic signal. 

Claim 18 of the '808 patent teaches capturing a plurality of images showing the vehicle 
approaching the traffic signal; and 

generating a prediction signal responsive to the plurality of images, and an indication of a 
current traffic signal light phase, in response to a determination that the vehicle is likely to 
violate the red light phase of the traffic signal, using somewhat different language. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 16 of the application from the 
elements of claim 18, since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing 
them. 



12. Claim 1 7 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 17 teaches the method of claim 16, further including the step of signaling cross 
traffic approaching the intersection from a direction other than the vehicle not to enter the 
intersection responsive to the prediction signal. 
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Claim 18 of the '808 patent teaches the method of claim 16, further including the step of 
signaling cross traffic approaching the intersection from a direction other than the vehicle not to 
enter the intersection responsive to the prediction signal, using somewhat different language. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 17 of the 
application from the elements of claim 18 and the description of the '808 patent, since it requires 
only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them and adding some limitations 
taken from the description. 

1 3 . Claims 1 9-28 are rej ected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 19-30 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other. 

Claim 19-28 depend on the independent claim 15 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 15 is taught by claim 18 and the descriptions of the 
'808 patent as discussed in Paragraph 10 above. The limitations in claims 19-28 are same or 
paraphrased variations of the limitations in claims 19-30 of the '808 patent. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 19-28 of the application from the 
elements of claims 18-30 of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations 
involved and paraphrasing them. 
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14. Claim 29 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 29 teaches a collision avoidance system for a first traffic signal having a current 
light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red and green and a second traffic signal 
having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red and green, 
comprising: 

at least one violation image capturing device; 

a plurality of showing at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic signal, the images 
derived from an output of the violation image capturing device; 

a processing unit responsive to the plurality of images and an indication of the current 
first traffic signal light phase, for generating at least one violation prediction for the at least one 
vehicle approaching the first traffic signal, the violation prediction indicating a likelihood that 
the at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic signal will violate an upcoming red light 
phase of the first traffic signal; 

a collision avoidance unit responsive to the violation prediction, for asserting at least one 

violation predicted signal; and 

a traffic light controller for the second traffic signal for controlling the second traffic 
signal responsive to the violation predicted signal in order to signal traffic approaching the 
second traffic signal not to enter the intersection; 
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the processing unit further operative to, maintain a virtual violation line, derive a position 
of the at least one vehicle from at least one of the plurality of images, compare the position of the 
vehicle to the virtual violation line, and generate a confirmation signal indicative of a red light 
violation in response to a determination that the at least one vehicle has crossed the virtual 
violation line during the red light phase of the first traffic signal. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent teaches a collision avoidance system for a first traffic signal 
having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red and green and a 
second traffic signal having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red 
and green, comprising: 

at least one violation image capturing device; 

a plurality of showing at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic signal, the images 
derived from an output of the violation image capturing device; 

a processing unit responsive to the plurality of images and an indication of the current 
first traffic signal light phase, for generating at least one violation prediction for the at least one 
vehicle approaching the first traffic signal, the violation prediction indicating a likelihood that 
the at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic signal will violate an upcoming red light 
phase of the first traffic signal; 

a collision avoidance unit responsive to the violation prediction, for asserting at least one 
violation predicted signal; and 
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a traffic light controller for the second traffic signal for controlling the second traffic 
signal responsive to the violation predicted signal in order to signal traffic approaching the 
second traffic signal not to enter the intersection; 

the processing unit further operative to, maintain a virtual violation line, derive a position 
of the at least one vehicle from at least one of the plurality of images, compare the position of the 
vehicle to the virtual violation line, and generate a confirmation signal indicative of a red light 
violation in response to a determination that the at least one vehicle has crossed the virtual 
violation line during the red light phase of the first traffic signal, using somewhat different 
language. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 29 of the 
application from the elements of claim 1 of the '808 patent and the description of the '808 patent, 
since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

15. Claims 30-43 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 2-12, 14, 15 and 17 of U.S . Patent No. 
6,281,808. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other. 

Claims 30-43 depend on the independent claim 29 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 29 is taught by claim 1 of the '808 patent as 
discussed in Paragraph 14 above. The limitations in claims 30-43 are same or paraphrased 
variations of the limitations in claims 2-12, 14, 15 and 17 of the '808 patent. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 30-43 of the application from the 
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elements of claims 2-12, 14, 15 and 17 of the ' 808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the 
limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

16. Claim 44 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 44 teaches a method of collision avoidance at an intersection for a first traffic 
signal having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red and green and 
a second traffic signal having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least 
red and green, comprising: 

capturing a plurality of images showing at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic 
signal, the images derived from an output of a violation image capturing device; 

maintaining at least one virtual violation line at an intersection for the at least one vehicle 
approaching the first traffic signal; 

generating, responsive to the plurality of images and an indication of the current first 
traffic signal light phase, at least one violation prediction for the at least one vehicle approaching 
the first traffic signal, the violation prediction indicating a likelihood that the at least one vehicle 
approaching the first traffic signal will violate an upcoming red light phase of the first traffic 
signal; 

asserting, responsive to the violation prediction, at least one violation predicted signal 
coupled to the second traffic signal; 
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controlling, responsive to the violation predicted signal, the second traffic signal in order 
to signal traffic approaching the second traffic signal not to enter the intersection; 

generating from at least one of the plurality of images a location of the at least one 
vehicle with respect to the virtual violation line; 

comparing the location of the at least one vehicle to a position defined by the virtual 
violation line; and 

generating an output indicative of a red light violation of the first traffic signal in the 
event the location of the vehicle is determined to be beyond the position of the virtual violation 
line within the intersection during the red light phase of the first traffic signal. 

Claim 18 of the '808 patent teaches a method of collision avoidance at an intersection for 
a first traffic signal having a current light phase equal to one of the set consisting of at least red 
and green and a second traffic signal having a current light phase equal to one of the set 
consisting of at least red and green, comprising: 

capturing a plurality of images showing at least one vehicle approaching the first traffic 
signal, the images derived from an output of a violation image capturing device; 

maintaining at least one virtual violation line at an intersection for the at least one vehicle 
approaching the first traffic signal; 

generating, responsive to the plurality of images and an indication of the current first 
traffic signal light phase, at least one violation prediction for the at least one vehicle approaching 
the first traffic signal, the violation prediction indicating a likelihood that the at least one vehicle 



Application/Control Number: 10/661,739 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2123 

approaching the first traffic signal will violate an upcoming red light phase of the first traffic 
signal; 

asserting, responsive to the violation prediction, at least one violation predicted signal 
coupled to the second traffic signal; 

controlling, responsive to the violation predicted signal, the second traffic signal in order 
to signal traffic approaching the second traffic signal not to enter the intersection; 

generating from at least one of the plurality of images a location of the at least one 
vehicle with respect to the virtual violation line; 

comparing the location of the at least one vehicle to a position defined by the virtual 
violation line; and 

generating an output indicative of a red light violation of the first traffic signal in the 
event the location of the vehicle is determined to be beyond the position of the virtual violation 
line within the intersection during the red light phase of the first traffic signal, using somewhat 
different language. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 44 of the 
application from the elements of claim 18 of the '808 patent and the description of the '808 
patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

17. Claims 45-54 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 19, 20 and 24-31 of U.S. Patent No. 
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6,281,808. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other. 

Claims 45-54 depend on the independent claim 44 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 44 is taught by claim 18 of the '808 patent as 
discussed in Paragraph 16 above. The limitations in claims 45-54 are same or paraphrased 
variations of the limitations in claims 19, 20 and 24-31 of the '808 patent. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 45-54 of the application from the 
elements of claims 19, 20 and 24-31 of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the 
limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

18. Claim 55 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 55 teaches a method of avoiding collisions at an intersection, comprising: 

receiving data defining a virtual violation line from a user, the virtual violation line 
corresponding to a location at the intersection; 

storing a representation of the intersection and the virtual violation line; 

capturing images of a vehicle approaching the traffic signal at the intersection; 

analyzing the images to determine whether the vehicle is likely, during an upcoming red 
light phase of the traffic signal, to cross the virtual violation line; and 
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upon determining that the vehicle is likely to cross the virtual violation line during the 
upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, generating a signal operative to control an 
indicator to warn cross traffic approaching the intersection not to enter the intersection. 

Claim 18 of the '808 patent teaches a method of avoiding collisions at an intersection, 
comprising: 

the virtual violation line corresponding to a location at the intersection; 

storing a representation of the intersection and the virtual violation line; 

capturing images of a vehicle approaching the traffic signal at the intersection; 

analyzing the images to determine whether the vehicle is likely, during an upcoming red 
light phase of the traffic signal, to cross the virtual violation line; and 

upon determining that the vehicle is likely to cross the virtual violation line during the 
upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, generating a signal operative to control an 
indicator to warn cross traffic approaching the intersection not to enter the intersection. 



Claim 18 of the '808 patent does not teach receiving data defining a virtual violation line 
from a user. '808 patent teaches receiving data defining a virtual violation line from a user (CL6, 
LI 1-13). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 55 of 
the application from the elements of claim 18 and the description of the '808 patent, since it 
requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them and adding some 
limitations taken from the description. 
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1 9. Claims 57-66 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 19-28 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other. 

Claim 57-66 depend on the independent claim 55 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 55 is taught by claim 18 and the descriptions of the 
'808 patent as discussed in Paragraph 18 above. The limitations in claims 57-66 are same or 
paraphrased variations of the limitations in claims 19-28 of the '808 patent. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 57-66 of the application from the 
elements of claims 19-28 of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations 
involved and paraphrasing them. 

20. Claims 67-69 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 18 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281 ,808. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 67-69 depend on the independent claim 55 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 55 is taught by claim 18 and the descriptions of the 
'808 patent as discussed in Paragraph 18 above. The limitations in claims 67-69 are taught at 
CL5, L65 to CL6, LI and C16, L14-15 of the '808 patent. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 67-69 of the application from the elements of claim 55 
and the descriptions of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved 
and paraphrasing them and adding some limitations from the description. 
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21. Claim 70 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1, 14 and 2 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 70 teaches a system for avoiding collisions at an intersection, comprising: 
a virtual violation line interface for receiving data defining a virtual violation line from a 
user, the virtual violation line corresponding to a location at the intersection; 

a storage device for storing a representation of the intersection and the virtual violation 

line; 

at least one camera for capturing images of a vehicle approaching the traffic signal at the 
intersection; and 

a processing unit operative: (1) to analyze the images to determine whether the vehicle is 
likely, during an upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, to cross the virtual violation line, 
and (2) upon determining that the vehicle is likely to cross the virtual violation line during the 
upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, to generate a signal operative to control an 
indicator to warm cross traffic approaching the intersection not to enter the intersection. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent teaches a system for avoiding collisions at an intersection; 
the virtual violation line corresponding to a location at the intersection; 
a processing unit operative: (1) to analyze the images to determine whether the vehicle is 
likely, during an upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, to cross the virtual violation line, 
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and (2) upon determining that the vehicle is likely to cross the virtual violation line during the 
upcoming red light phase of the traffic signal, to generate a signal operative to control an 
indicator to warm cross traffic approaching the intersection not to enter the intersection. 

Claim 1 of the '808 patent does not teach a virtual violation line interface for receiving 
data defining a virtual violation line from a user; a storage device for storing a representation of 
the intersection and the virtual violation line; at least one camera for capturing images of a 
vehicle approaching the traffic signal at the intersection. ' 808 patent teaches a virtual violation 
line interface for receiving data defining a virtual violation line from a user (CL6, LI 1-13). 
Claim 14 of the '808 patent teaches a storage device for storing a representation of the 
intersection and the virtual violation line; Claim 2 of the '808 patent teaches at least one camera 
for capturing at least one image of a vehicle approaching the traffic signal at the intersection. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claim 70 of the 
application from the elements of claim 1, 14 and 2 of the '808 patent and the description of the 
'808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the limitations involved and paraphrasing them 
and adding some limitations taken from the description. 

22. Claims 72-80 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 2, 3, 7-12, 15 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other. 
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Claim 72-80 depend on the independent claim 70 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 70 is taught by claim 1 and the descriptions of the 
'808 patent as discussed in Paragraph 21 above. The limitations in claims 72-80 are same or 
paraphrased variations of the limitations in claims 2, 3, 7-12, 15 of the '808 patent. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 72-80 of the application 
from the elements of claims 2, 3, 7-12, 15 of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging 
the limitations involved and paraphrasing them. 

23. Claims 81-84 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,281,808. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

Claim 81-84 depend on the independent claim 70 and then include various limitations in 
the dependent claims. The independent claim 70 is taught by claim 1 and the descriptions of the 
'808 patent as discussed in Paragraph 21 above. The limitation in claim 81 is taught at Fig. 5 
and CUl 1 , L45-46 and CL12, L39-40 of the '808 patent. The limitations in claims 82-84 are 
taught at CL5, L65 to CL6, LI and C16, L14-15 of the '808 patent. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at Claims 81-84 of the application from the elements 
of claim 70 and the descriptions of the '808 patent, since it requires only rearranging the 
limitations involved and paraphrasing them and adding some limitations from the description. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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24. Claims 4, 18, 56 and 71 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 



25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Kandasamy Thangavelu whose telephone number is 
703-305-0043, till October 27, 2004 and 571-272-3717 after October 27, 2004. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kevin Teska, can be reached on (703) 305-9704, till October 27, 2004 and 
571-272-3716 after October 27, 2004. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
9600. 

K. Thangavelu 

Art Unit 2123 / 
August 27, 2004 /""N / 



Conclusion 
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